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ABSTRACT 



the status of 
Presidents at 
colleges, and 



In spring 1981 , a study was conducted tc determine 
part-time faculty in private, two-year colleges, 
8a church-related colleges, 76 independent, ncn-profit 
10, independent, profit colleges were 'asked to provide 
information on the number of part-time faculty employed; the increase 
or decrease in part-time faculty between 1979-80 and 1960-81; subject 
areas taught; average teaching load: salaries: expectations in the 
areas of student advisement, faculty meeting attendance, and 
committee service: in-service orientation; fringe benefits; 
educational background and teaching experience of part-time faculty 
as contrasted ,to full-time faculty: bases for teacher evaluation; 
reasons for employing part-time faculty; and sources of part-time 
instructors. Study findings, based cn a 51* response rate, include 
the following: (1) 99* of the respondents employed part-time faculty; 
(f) business was the subject area for which part-time faculty were 
most frequently employed; (3) «5X of the respondents indicated that 
the average load was one course per term; (4) 71* provided part-time 
faculty with office space; (5) only 10* of the responding schools 
awarded equal benefits to part- and full-time instr uc+cri.; <6> part- 
arid full-time faculty were evaluated on the same bases at 83* of the 
colleges: and (7) 52* of the respondents indicated tkat most 
part-time instructors were employed full-time elsewhere- Ihe study 
report presents findings by institution type. (KL) 
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1. 

PART-TIME FACULTY IN PRIVATE JUNIOR COLLEGES 

More part-time faculty members are employed in the private two-year 
colleges in the United States than are full-time faculty members. The 1981 
Community. Junior, and Technical College Directory , published by the American 
Association of Community and Junior Coxleges reports the fact that of the 
7,692 faculty employed by the 166 private two-year colleges in tha United 
States, 3,887, or 50.53%, were part-time. Among public two-year colleges, 
a much larger percentage of faculty were part- tire, namely, 56, 58%. 

While the literature of thfe oonnunity college movement contains a 
significant amount of information resulting from the study of part-tine 
faculty, nothing, could be found which looked specifi cally at the status 
of part-time faculty in the private two-year colleges. This report contains 
the findings of a study designed to do exactly that. 

The Study 

During th£ spring semester of 1S81, a survey instrument was mailed to 
each of the private, two-year institutions listefi in the 1980 Cfomnunity , 
Junior, and Technical College Directory published by the American Association 
of Ooninunity and Junior Colleges. Instruments were mailed to 170 institutions 
in U0 states, 84 of which were church-related colleges, 76 of which were 
independent, non-profit colleges, and 10 of which were independent, profit 
institutions. 

The survev instrument was sent to the president of each institution 
with the request that either the president or a member of his staff respond 
to 18 items desiped to gather data about the status of part-time faculty on 

^is studv was sviprorted by an Organized Research Grant from Southwest 
Texas State Lhiversity. San Marcos, Texas. 
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the respondent's campus during the 1980-81 academic year. Table 1 shows 

a summary of the number and percentage of instruments returned. 

V 

Table 1 

Return Rate of Instruments Mailed 

Jib. flo^ Percent No. Usable Percent Usable 
Mailed Returned Returned Returns Returns 

170 89 52% 86 50.59% 



Fifty of the 8H chUrch-related colleges returned usable instruments 

(60% return); 30 of the 76 independent, non-profit institutions returned 

usable instruments (39% pe^urn); and 6 of the 10 independent, profit 

institutions returned usable instruments (60%). Such percentage 

returns seem to allow generalization to the total population of 170 

private, two-year colleges in the nation. 

► 

The Results of the Study 
^Dat^in response to 18 items were requested. The findings are reported 
for each itenTiiv two ways: (1) by totals^ for all responding institutions , 
and (2) by sub-totals for each category of private institution, i.e. , 
church-related (C.R. ); independent, non-profit (Ind.N.P. ); and independent, 
profit (Ind.P^. 

Item 1. During the 1980-81 academic year, were tnere any part-time 
faculty employed in your institution? Of the 86 responding institutions, 
85 (99%) enployed part-time faculty. Table 2 f shews complete data. 

Table 2 

Institutions Employing Part-Tine Faculty 

1980-81 

Type of College Mo. Responding No. Responding Total ~~ 



Affirmatively Negatively 



C.R. 1 50 

Ind. N.P, 30 0 30 

Ind. P. 6 0 6 

Total "85 1 86 



s 
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Item 2. Hew many Part-time faculty imbers (head count) were employed 
during the 1980-81 academic year? What is the total head count of all faculty 
members — both full and part-time — for' 19*80-81? There were 81 institutions 
which responded to this item. The data are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 

Part-Time Faculty vs. Full-Tina Faculty 
"1980-81 



Type oT 
College 



M°st Fewest Average Host Fewest Average 
Part-Time Part-Time Part-Time Full-Time Full-Time Full-Time 
Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty Faculty 



C.R. (n=48) 
Ihd.N.P.(n=28) 
Ihd.P.(n=5) 
Total (n= 81) 



150 


1 


15 


n 

- 27«+ 


10 


41 


250- 


2 


33 


320 


17 


61 


144 


11 


39 


179 


m 


... 57 


250 


1 


23 


320 


10 


49 



Largest % Sfoallest % Average % 
Part-Time Part-Time Part-Time 
Faculty Faculty Faculty 



C.R. (n=48) 


100% 


6% 


37% 


Ind.N.P.(n=28) 


93% 


6% 


51% 


Ind.P.(n=5) 


81% 


23% 


68% 


Total (n= 81) 


100% 


6% 


i*7% 



Item 3. Is the*nunfcer of part- tine faculty members (head count) employed 
during the 1980-81 academic year an increase or decrease from the 1979-80 academic 
year? Eighty-three institutions responded to this item. Of that number, 51% 
indicated an increase, 18% a decrease, and 31% indicated about the same 
employment as during the pre^ous year. Complete data are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Relationship of Part-Time Faculty in 1980-81 to Previous Year 



Type of 
College 



Number ^ J Number and Percent Number and Percent Number and Percent 
ResTxjnding Showing Increase Shewing Decrease Showing Sane 



C.R.- 


M9 


25 


(51%) 


8 


(16%) 


16 


(33%) 


Ind.N.P. 


29 


16 


(55%) 


5 


(17%) 


8 


(28%) 


Ind.P. 


5 


1 


(20%) 


2 


(40%) 


2 


(40%) 


Total 


83 


42 


(51%) 


15 


(18%) 


26 


(31%) 
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Item *4. In which subject area do you eirpioy the most part-ftine faqulty,? 
$ ~~~~ ' ' ~ 

There were responses from 81 institutions to this -item. For each of the three 
types of institutions , the single discipline in which there were nore part-time 
faculty employed than any other was business. Among church-related institutions, 
. the most frequent response was that part- time faculty were employed rather 
evenly across all of the subject areas, followed bv business, music, and Ehglish. 
Among independent, non-profit institutions, the order of frequency was business, 
social sciences, Zhglish, and art. Among independent, profit institutions, 
the order of frequency was business, general education, and legal studies. 

Item 5. What is the average teaching load of part-time faculty? Of the 82 
institutions responding to this item, 37 indicated that one course per amester 
or quarter was the ajfl&rage load; 43 indicated that two courses per semester or 
quarter was the average load; and two institutions reported that three courses 
per semester or quarter was the average load. 

Among church-related institutions ♦ 54% reported one course as an average 
load while 46% reported two courses as an average load. Among independent, 
non-profit institutions, 66% reported two courses as an average load, and 34% 
reported one course as an average load. Among independent, profit institutions, 
40% reported three courses, 40% reported two courses, and 20% reported one course 
as an average load. 

It&n 6. What is the average salary per course paid to part-time faculty? 
There were 83 institutions which responded to this item. Table 5 shows the 
resulting data. 

Table 5 

Average Salary Paid to Part -Tine Faculty 
1980-81 



Anoint Paid 
Per Course 


CP. 
No. 


Colleges 
PerCent 


Ind.N. P. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Ind. P. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Total Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Less than $500 


5 


10% 


1 


3% 


2 


40% 


8 


10% 


$500 - $750 . 


11 


23% 


8 


27% 


3 


60% 


22 


26% 


$750 - $1000 


22 


46% 


17 


57% 


0 


0 


39 


47% 


Above $1000 


10 


21% 


4 


13% 


0 


0 


14 


17% * 


Total 


48 


100% 


30 


100% 


5 


100% 


83 


100% 
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Item 7. Are part-time faculty provided with offices on campus? Of the 84 
• institutions responding to this item, 24 (29%) indicated that offices were not 
provided 1 to part-time faculty. There were 60 institutions (71%) reporting 

that offices were provided for either some or all of the part-time faculty; 
i 

20 institutions (24%) provided offices for all part-time faculty, and 40 
institutions (47%) provided offices for some part-time faculty. Data Ijy 

4 

type of private college are shown in Table 6. , 

" Table 6 

Provision of Offices for Part-Time Faculty 
1980-81 
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Provision of 
Office 


C.R. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Ind.N. P. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Ind.Py. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Total Colleges 
No. PerCent 


No provision 


10 


21% 


10 


;33% 


4 


67% 


" 24 


29% 


Yes, for some 


27 


56% 


11 


37% 


2 


o3% v 


40 


24% 


Yes, for all 


11 


23% 


9 


30% 


0 


0 


--20 • 


47% • 


Total 


48 


100% 


30 


100% 


6 


100% 


84 


100% 



Item 8. Are part-time faculty required to be on campus for student advisenent 

and consultation a specified number of hours per week in addition to the time in 
I 

class? There were 8U institutions responding to this item, of^which 61 (73%) 
indicated no required hours for student advis errant. Among the 2 3 K institutions 
(27%) requiring student advisement hours, there was no concensus concerning 
number of hours per week required. Responses ranged from "no set number" 'through 
"as required" and "by appointment" to specified amounts varying from 1/2 hour 
per course to 8 hours per week. Data by type of private oollege are shown in 
Table 7. 

Table 7 

Required Student Advisenfcnt Hours 
by Part-Time Faculty 
1980-81 



Hours Required 


C.R. 
No. 


Colleges 
PerCent 


Ind.N.P. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Ind. P. Colleges 
No. PerCent 


Total Colleges 
No. PerCent 


No 


38 


791 


19 63% 


" 4 57% 


61 73% 


Yes 


10 


21% 


11 37% 


2 33% 


23 27% 


Total 


48 


100% 


30 100% 


6 100% 


84 100% 
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" Item 9. What does the college expect of part-time faculty with regard to 
faculty meetings? Only 13% of the 82 responding institutions required part-time 
faculty to attend faculty meetings. No colleges prohibited part-time faculty 
from attending, however. Table 8 contains detailed data on this item. 

Table 8 

r 

Attendance at Faculty Meetings by Part-Time Faculty 

1980-81 



Meeting No. PerCer 

required to Attend g ~~ 13% 



Ihd.N. P. Colleges 
No. PerCeht 


Ind. 
No. 


?. Colleges Total Colleges 
PerCent No. PerCent 


3 " 10% 


2 


40%- 


11 13% 


19 63% 


2 


«+0% 


18 59% 


8 27% 


1 


20% 


23 28% 


0 0 


0 


0 


0 0 


30 100% 


5 


100% 


82 100% 



Allowed to Attend 27 57% 

Not Required to Attend m 30% 

Not Allowed to Attend 0 o ^ 

Total .47 100% 

Item 10. What "does the c ollege expect of part-time faculty with regard to 
service qn faculty conniittees? There were 83 institutions which responded to this 
item, only 12% of which required conmittee service of part-time faculty. Committee 
service by part-time faculty was prohibited by 3% of the responding institutions. 
Complete data on this item are shown in Table 9. 

Table 9 

s Committee Service by Part-Time Faculty 

1980-81 

(Wttee Service C.R. Colleges Ind.N. P. Colleges ind. P. Colleges Total Colleges 

u ■ j x s No. ■ PerCe nt No. PerCent No. PerCent N o. PerCent 

Keq.ured to Serve T^7 ^151 I 3? 1 40% T5 17* 

Allowed to Serve 23 48% 12 40% 2 
Not Required to Serve 18 37% 14 47% 1 
Not Allowed to Serve 0 0 3 10% 0 

T °tal ^8 100% 30 100% 5 

Item 11. Do part -time faculty receive the same fringe benefits as full-time 
faculty? In only 8 of the 33 institutions which responded to this item did part- 
time facultv receive the same fringe benefits as full-time faculty. Of the 83 
. responses to this question, 8 (10%) ware "yes" and 75 (90%) were "no." Among the 
three types of private colleges, 100% of the i^sponses were "no" from independent, 
profit institutions; 97% of the responses were "no" from independent, non-profit 
ERIC inSti ^ ionS; and 851 of the responses wore "no" from church-related collets. 



40% 


10 


12% 


40% 


.37 


45% 


20% 


33 


40% 


0 


3 


3% 


100% 


85. 


•ioo% 
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. ^The major differences in fringe benefits between full-time and part-time 
„ faculty most frequently stateo>ere: (1) no health/hospitalizatio-. insurance, 
(2) no retirement benefits, (3) no social security benefits, and no faculty 
development benefits. Seven of the 83. institutions reported that there were 
absolutely no fringe benefits for part-time faculty. 

Item 12. What do es the college expect of part-time faculty with regard to 
orientation/ inservice p rograms offered by the institutio n? fore than a third of 
the 85 institutions which responded to this item required part-time faculty to 
attend orientation or inservice programs. Only one institution prohibited 
their attendance. Complete data on this item are shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Part-Time Faculty Attendance at Orientation/Inservice 

1980-81 

Attendance Status U.K. Colleges ind.N. P. Colle ges ! nd. P. Colleges T otal Colleges 

« ■ ■ ~ ■ . to* ftjgprt N°: Percent No. PerCent No. PerCent 

Required to Attend 15 351 9 3ol 3" 5US 31 37% 

Allowed to Attend 15 31% 14 47% 0 0 • 29 34% 

Not Required to Attend 14 28% 7 23% 3 50% 24 28% • 

Not Allowed to Attend X" 2% 0 0 0 0 1 1% 

701:31 V «*9 100% 30 100% 6 100% 85 100% 

Item 13. Do you r part-time faculty, on the average, have less, more, or 

9 

equal form al education than your , full-time faculty? Eighty-six per cent of th* 85 
responding institutions indicated that part-time faculty had an equal amount of 
formal education to that of the full-time faculty, Table 11 shows complete \ 
data relating to this item. 

Table 11 

Formal Education of Part-Time Faculty 
1980-81 

Status of Formal C.R. Colleges Ind.N. P. Colleges Ind. P. Colleges Total Colleges 

Educatlon No. PerCent No* PerCent Nc. PerCent No. PerCent 

Less than Full-Time Faculty 5 12%" 2 y ^W 



More than Full-Time Faculty 1 2% 3 10% 0 
ua 
ta 



0 0 8 9T 



0 4 5% 



Equal to Full-Time Faculty" 42 86% 25 83% 6 100% 73 86% 

Tot x al M 100% 30 100% 6 100% 85 100% 
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Item m. Do your part-tine faculty, on the average, have less, rrpre, or 
equal professional teaching experience than your full-time faculty? Only 
five per cent of the 85 responding institutions indicated that part-time 
faculty had wore teaching experience than did full-time faculty. Most 
institutions reported that the experience was equal between part-time and 
full-time - faculty , although 3U per cent reported less experience for Dart-time 
faculty. Table 12 shows complete data on this item. 

Table 12 

, Teaching Experience of Part-Time Faculty 

1980-81 

Status of Teaching C.R. Colleges Ind . N . P. Colleges Ind, P. Colleges Total Colleges 

Experience No. PerCent No. PerCent No. Per Cent No. PerCtent 

iBss than Full-Time Faculty 18 37* VT1 33% I IT? 73 35? — 

fore than Fun-Tine* Faculty 2 i*% * 2 7% 0 0 i* 5% 

Equal to Full-Time Faculty 29 59% 18 60% *5 83% 5i 61% 
Total 1*9 100% 30 100% 6 100% 85**%00% 

Item 15. Are your part-time faculty evaluated on the same bases as are your 

full-time faculty? Eighty-three per cent of the 84 responding institutions 

reported the fact that part-time faculty were evaluated upon the same bases as * 

were the full-time faculty. Fran among those institutions responding 

negatively to the ite#were statements of differences :p evaluation such as: 

"student ratings constitute the total evaluation for part-time faculty, 11 

"publications and comranity service not considered in evaluating part-time faculty," 

"part-time faculty are evaluated by students and division chairperson only," 

"different evaluation instruments are used for evaluation of) part-time faculty," * 

"the evaluation process is less formal for part-time faculty," and "there is 

no evaluation at all for part-time faculty." Data secured on this item are 

reported in Table 13 . 
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Table 13 

Evaluation of Part-Time Faculty 
1980-81 

Same Basis as for, C.R. Colleges Ind.N.P. Colleges Ind. P. Colleges Total Colleges 

Full-Time Faculty? No. PerCent No. • PerCent No. PerCent No. PerCent 

?es ' 43 37* ' ?U 80% 4~ 67t 70 8l%" 

No 6 13% 6 20% 2 33% 14 17% 

Total 48 100% 30 100% 6 100*i 84 100% 

Item 16 . What estimated percentage of your part-time faculty are enployed: 

full-time elsewhere'; part-time elsewhere; not ^employed elsewhere? Forty-three 

of the 83 institutions responding to this item reported that a najority of their 

part-tinp faculty held employment elsewhere ; 12 of those 43 institutions reported 

the fact that 100% of their part-time faculty were employed full-time elsewhere 

while 26 reported 90% or more as being employed full-time elsewhere. Only 13% 

of the institutions reported that a majority of their part-time faculty were not 

otherwise employed. One-fourth of the reporting institutions indicated that 

their part-time faculty were spread across the three options , sometimes evenly 

divided between two of the categories* but wore frequently reporting half in 

.one category and the other half divided between the two remaining categories. 

Complete data on this # item are reported in Table 14. 

Table 14 < 

Dnployment Statu* of Part-Time Faculty 
1980-81 



Employment Status of Part- 


C.K.Colleges Ind.N.P. Colleges Ind. P. Colleges Total Colleges 


Time Faculty 


No. 


PerCent No. 


PerCent 


No. 


PerCent 


No. 


PerCent 


Majority % employed 














52% 


full-time elsewhere 


25 


51% 14 


50% 


4 


6% 


43 


Majority % employed 














10% 


part-time elsewhere 


5 


10% 3 


11% 


0 


0 


8 


Majority % not employed 














13% 


elsewhere 


. 7 


14% 3 


11% 


1 


17% 


11 


No majority % among the" 




25f 8 










25% 


three options 


12 


28% 


»."l 


17% 


21 


Total 


w,. 


100% 28 


100% 


, 6 


100% 


83* 


100% 
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Item 17. Pank the following reasons for the employment of part-time faculty 
in your i nstitution, plus other reasons which you nay include, by placing a number 
1 for highe st rank, 2 for second highest rank, etc . There were 83 institutions 
which responded to this item. The reason most frequently ranked highest by all 
three types of private two-year institutions for the employment of part-time 
faculty was "to acquire competent persons in fields where full-time faculty 
were hot available." Other less frequently ranked reasons are contained in 

Table 15. 

K 
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Table 15 

Reasons for Dnoloyment of Part-Time Faculty 

1980-81 



Item " Nb.CR.0oU.. No. Ihd.N.P. CoU . No. Ind. P. CoU . tbtai .Colleges 

= — _ _ ■ , Ranking Item #1 Ranking Item fll Ranking Item #1 Ranking Item #1 

To effect financial — — 

savings 8 3 1 12 

Tb achieve flexibility 

in curriculum 12 5 1 18 

Tb acquire competent 

persons in fields where 

full-time faculty were 

not available 19 IS H 39 N 

To overcome the condition 

of "tenured-in" faculty 0 0 o 0 

To protect full-time iaculty 

in case of enrollment 

declines 0 2 0 2 

To broa — >i the comnunity base 
by involving more 
* oonmmity persons in the 

ooUege program 1 1 0 2 

To acoonroodate enrollments 
^ which do not justify full- 

time faculty 5 3o 8 

lb meet off-campus and 

evening class needs 2 0 o 2 

Total 147 30 6 83 

Item 18. Rank the following sources from which you employed part-time 

faculty, plus other sources which you may include , b y placing a nu mber 1 for the 

source from which you employed the most, 2 for the sourc e from which you employed 

second most, etj . There were 82 institution which responded to this item. Two 

ERIC s 1 2 
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sources accounted for 67% of the rankings of number one: local business/industry 
employees and qualified retired cormunity members. Cbnplete data on this item 
are reported in Table 16. 

, Table 16 

* * 

Sources for Part-Time Faculty • 
1980-81 

No.C.R. Coll. No.Ind.N.P.Coll. Np.Ihd.P.CDll. Total Colleges 
Source Ranking Source #1 RarJdng Source #1 Ranking Source §1 Ranking Source 0 1 



High School 



Faculty 


7. 


4 


0 


11 


Other 2-year 










College Faculty 


3 


2 


0 


5 


U-year College 










Faculty 


«+ 


3 


0 


7 


Local business/ 










industry employee 


13 


13 


<♦ 


J 


RedLred community 










raster 


15 


8 


2 


25 


Faculty spouse 


2 


0 


0 4 


2 


Lhi varsity student 


1 


0 


0 


1 


Administrator in 










junior college 


1 


0 


0 


1 


Total 


U6 


30 


6 


82 



Summary 

The data which resulted from this study of private , two-year colleges in 
the nation- were obtained from usable survey instruments returned by 86 of the 
170 colleges listed in the 1930 Connunity, Junior and Technical College Directory 
published, by the American Association of Cormuruty and Juiior Colleges. Major 
findings of the study include the following: (1) 99% of responding colleges 
employed part-time faculty; (2) on the average, H7% of total faculty in colleges 
surveyed were part-time member although percentages ranged among institutions 
from 100* to 6% part-time; (3) 51% of the responding colleges showed an increase 
in the number of part-time faculty errpioyed from the previous year, 31% indicated 
about the same number, and 18% indicated a decrease from the previous year; 
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("*> institutions tend to employ part-time faculty within many of the subject 
areas, althou^i business is the discioline listed most often by all three types 
of private two-year colleges; (5) 45% of the responding institutions repotted 
that one course per semester or quarter was an average load for part-tLiB faculty, 
52% reported two courses, and 3% reported three courses; (6) 47% of the responding 
institutions reported salaries of $750 to $1000 per course taught, 26% reported 
salaries of $500-$750 per course, 17% reported salaries over $1000 per course, 
and 10% reported salaries of less than $500 oer course; (7) 71% of all responding 
colleges provided some office space for most part-time faculty; (8) 73% of the 
responding institutions indicated that no hours for student advisement on campus 
vex* required of part-time faculty; (9) only 13% of the responding institutions 
required part-time faculty to attend faculty meetings; (10) service on faculty 
committees was required of part-time faculty in only 12% of the responding insti- 
tutions and was prohibited in 3% of them; (11) part-time faculty received the 
same fringe benefits as full-time faculty in only 10% of the responding 
institutions; (12) attendance at orientation/inservice programs was required of 
part-time faculty in.onlv 37% of the responding institutions; (13) the formal 
education of part-time 'tv was considered by responding institutions to be 
essentially equal to that of full-time faculty; (14) teaching experience of Dart- 
time faculty was reported by responding institutions to be "less than" to "equal 
to" that of full-tiifi faculty; (15) 83% of responding institutions reported 
that part-time and full-time faculty were evaluated on the same bases annually; 
(16) 52% of the responding institutions retorted that a majority of their part- 
time faculty were employed full-time elsewhere; (17^ to secure competent faculty 

* ^.y 

in subjects for which full-time faculty were not available was the reason irost 
frequently ranked number one fop employing part-time faculty; and (18) more 
Dart-time facultv were employed from local business and industries than from 

. , UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

any other single source. j 
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